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The claims of Group I are elected with traverse. The species of Claims 5 and 20 
are elected with traverse. Claims 1-5, 11, 18-20, and 26 read on the elected 
species. The claims of Groups I, II, III and IV are intertwined. A proper 
examination of the Group I claims would necessitate a search in the area for 
Groups II, III and IV claims. 

Groups I and II are not distinct subcombinations since promoting volume 
discount agreements in Group II is not a separate utility, but included within the 
scope of the services covered by Group I. Groups II and III are not distinct 
subcombinations since promoting electronic shopping of goods over a 
client-server architecture network in Group III is not a separate utility, but 
included within the scope of promoting volume discount agreements in Group II. 
Groups III and IV are not distinct subcombinations since displaying a brand 
promotion in Group IV is not a separate utility, but included within the scope of 
electronic shopping of goods over a client-server architecture network in 
Group III. 

Applicants respectfully disagree that these three inventions are not highly 
materially related. It is believed a single search is appropriate to examine 
Groups I, II, III and IV claims. Accordingly, the Examiner's reconsideration is 
solicited and it is respectfully requested that the Restriction Requirement be 
withdrawn and all claims examined concurrently. 
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